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ABSTRACT . : • . 

Ten criteria for use in assessing the emphasis on 
• environmental edupation in textbooks and similar resource materials 
^were developed and given to 30 members of the Australian Conservation 
‘Foundation Education and Training Committees throughout the country. 
Each’ rater applied the criteria to three chapters of a biology , 
textbook "The Web of Life," the Australian adaptation of the 
• Biological Sciences Curriculum study materials) and three units of 
the Australian Science Education Project materials (see ED 061 106 
.and ED 063 167 for two of. the units). The redglts of the rating are 
presented, and, where appropriate, .the maximum deviation from a 
-cumulative reference distribution based on random rating,, 
(Kolm^gorov^Smirnov one-sample test) is' presented . The reliability of 
each. Adex, and difficulties encountered in its use, are discussed. 
Copies of th§ scales, instructions and explanations provided to 
. raters, and the rationale for ea.bh criterion are included in an 
appendix to the report. (AL) u • 
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REPORT ON FIRST EVALUATION TRIAL 



INTRODUCTION •• 

V This <4spoct of the Environmental Education Research 
• . ' . ' - • ...••» / 
Project involves an attempt to assess tiie emphasis on 

' • \ • • ; ' - < i * 

Environmental Education in various textbooks and\6ther 
similar resource materials though the application of 
content analysis* techniques. Thi/s a series of ten criteria 
considered to involve important aspects *of Environmental* 
Education were define'd, and appropriate rating scales or 
classi'f ication divisions were then selected. Those indices*/ 
together with oxplana.tory notes*} evaluation sheets/' and ’ */ 

s ^ » * * i 

" approp r rate . resource materials for assessment, were then 

sent to each of thirty members of *the A.C*F. Education and . 

Training Committee throughout Australia. All of these / 

- • * ' t . j V 

people * were experionc e d * in science teaching, and many of ‘ - 

them specifically in Environmental Studies, and so were j 

considered well ’qualified to comment on both the */\ 

: . . . . - _ 
appropriateness or validity and on the gene’ral applicability 

of ..the sg . c r i teria , in addition to providing valuable / 

information on the rating reliability of the various index 
\ % - ■’ r . *’ / 
scales'. Specific Comments relating to' particular indices 

are incor jorated with ‘the*- discuss'ioh of individual index 

' * ■ ■ . £• / * 
results, while other^moro general information i»s presented ; 

in the final discussion. ' * ! 
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Cxplahatiom or tables 

, ,, The numbers presented in each imagery represent the numbed of 

j udqes selecting that particular gating or classification./ The 
- gda] ~ ( mos > t frequently selected) rating is als'o given in each 
appropriate case. The fAnjrss under. K.S.D . represent the maximum 
^deviation from a cumulatfOT reference distribution based on random 
selection, or rating, ,calcy'lated according to the Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
one-sgmple t>es,t (O's . The letters under P indicate the significance 
or this^ deviation at the 0..05 probability level. Thus S represents ■ 
• a's.^nif leant deviation from random 'rating; and US a" non-significant 
deviation, -suggesting a total ladk of concordance on that scale. 
Ideally, .of coupse, one should test the deviation from perfectly 
concordant, rather than from random ratings, but -at this stage the 
- latter useful enough./ ^ A selection of appropriate- comments V 
relating to the general applicability of tha-relevant index is 



presented with each table of' results. 

5L S - ULTS (t) SIEGEL 

I EtlU IRONNEfiTAL EMPHASIS . 
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Nonparamotric Statistics. 



TITLE . 

% 

■ i 

THE WEB OF. LIFE (CH. *1 ) 

(CH.18) 

ff •' (CH. 41 ) ' 

HOW MANY fEdPLE (ASEP) 

LIFE IN FRESHWATER (ASEP) 

THE EARTH. (ASEP) 

This index, wlii-ch -is undoubtedly the most important, dnd ini fact 
fundamental to all the others, al so proved one of the most -di f f icult 
to. use. Although none of the judged questioned the validity of its 
definition, there mere several suggest! ons’ for modifying th)o mothod 
, of quantification, including the use 'of a . "con tinudm" scale' u/hiclv' ' 
could later be reduced to ordinal ratings, a,nd of. a more precise 
~ ration, invplvlnn hh R nM.nhar.-Qp ,/n. . - 
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selection or rating, calculated according to ' tfv&.Kolmogorov-Smirnov. 

one-samplo pest vl). Tho letters under £ indicate the significance 
oi this deviation at the 0 . 0 Li probability level. Thus £ represents 
a significant deviation from random rating, and M S a non-significant 
deviation, suggesting a total lack of concordance' on that scale.- 
Ideally,, o-f coupse, one should test the deviation from -perfect-ly 

* ' * ■ ' i 

concordant, rathor than fro-R- random ratings, but at this stage the 
“latter is useful enough. A selection of appropriate co moments 

* . . a x « ^ 

relating to the general applicability of the relevant index is # 
presented iuith eac^h table of rasults'r 
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T1p.s index, which is 'undoubtedly the most important, and in fact 
fundamental to all the others, also proved one of the most difficult 
to use* Although none of' the judges questioned tho validity of its 
‘definition, there were several 3 u cue's t i gp s for modifying the method 
o f quan ti f ica tio n , including the use of a “continuum” scale which 
could later be reduced to ordinal ratings 4 , and of a more precise 
rating involving the number of positive references ( ;r instances of 
huinan/orTvironmen tal interaction)/ 10 panes of text* It was also 
pointed out that the verbal equivalents suggested as indicators for 
each rating division did not imply equal intervals on the "rating 
scale, and this sometimes caused' difficulties in selection. 

Other problems with the application of this' criterion ma*y well 
have been caused by a lack of appropriate examples, since only a few 
were given, and these were all relatively clear. Some difficulties 
were alse reported with terminology, and further clarification was 
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asketf fur such terms as "analytical category", "bilophysical ' 

•r 3 

environmen t" , "explicit interactions" and "emotive impact"* 

. ' Perhaps one of the ntos.t important and serious problems in using 
this criterion, reported in various ways by many of. the judges, was 
the tendency to relax their interpretation of the criterion, and thus 

to lose focus on explicitly human/ environmental interactions. The 

♦ * • 

result of this wafe almost certainly a tendency to infer such 

interactions in passages where no explicit^ reference was made\ and 



. thus by thib definition to ovejr-rate the section. It should, I 

lieve, be stressed that although inhere may well be a. case -for the 
recognition o ’father relevant background information and its 



association with the criterion in question, its relevance will be 
dependent on, certain unmeasurable characteristics ‘ of t the reader, so > .. ; 

■ t ' • 

that any objective rating carr only be made on the basis of. explicit \ , 

content* . / ’ . . .. . 

V*. t * * ^ , . . „* • 'X ■£. ‘ 

i i * • •*' ***•.* « .» .. * '* 

Since the application of all subsequent criteria is dependent on., 
the interpretqtion^of the first, i t -is • likely that many of the rating 
discrepancies occurring in later indices u/ould .have been causqd by the 
same problem of interpretation, and that clarification of this point 



could improve substantially the effectiveness of the other criteria. 
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LIFE IT: FRESHWATER (ASEP). 



THE EARTH (ASEP) 
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This index involves a measure of both the nature .and intensity 
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of explicit environmen trl^interaction. The former -mcasuro, . which is 
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to lose focus on explicitly, hurnan/environmen tal interactions. :■ The 

•- . *i .. 1 / * > 

result of this uns" aimos.t certainly a tendency to infer such, 

interactions in passages where no explicit reference was .r.iade, ; and 

thus by this definition to over-rate the se'etion. It should, I 

believe, be ,s tressed that although there may well be a case." for 'the . 

* * recognition of other relevant background inf o rmation . and its 

association with the criterion in question, its relevance will be 
. * * 

. dependerft on certain unmeasurable chatac teris tics of tine reader, so 

that any* objective rating can only^be made on the-basis of explicit 

m 

content. * ’ 

/ ‘ - Since the application of jail subsequent criteria is, dependent on 

the interpretation of the first, it is likely that many of the rating 

discrepancies occurring in later indices would have been caused by the 

.1 * same problem of interpretation, and that clarification of this point 

cduld improve substantially the. effectiveness of the' other criteria. 
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THE WEB OF’ LIFE (C-H/ 1)' 
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HOW MANY PEOPLE (ASEP) 
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/ This index involves a measure of both the nature and intensity 
of explicit environmental interaction. The former measuro, Which is 
effectively a type classification and 'involves only three sections 
of the scale (+/0/-), appears to be fairly consistent in the results 
above, where* several of the listed t*i to.es have a ^strong modal rating 
at 0, while others tend to be polarised in the. +/- divisions- The 
intensity ratings, however, are not so condis't^nt, and it may be 
possible to exclude these from the scale without a significant loss 
of analytical information- Despite the lack of consistency in this 
aspect- of classification, the only difficulty mentioned by tho 
judges was that of interpreting the object of the advantageous or 
detrimental interactions defined by criterion I. It is* emphasised in 
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No difficulties mere reported with the application of. this 
criterion, and the ratings were, with one exception (ASEP-Life in 
Freshwater), very consistent. ^Perhaps the onl.y potential problem f 
exists in the interpretation, ^n'd therefore’ definition of the C^S) and 
C(M) divisions, and mi^ht be clarified with a descriptive example. 
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No difficulties were reported with the application of this 
criterion, and the ratings were,’ with one exception (ASEP-Life in 



\ < * s 
F reshwa'ter) , very consistent* Perhaps the only potential problem 

exists in tho interpretation, and therefore definition of the C(S)-and 



C(M) divisions, and might bo clarified with a descriptive oxampAe. 
- ; ‘ 
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This index generally gave excellent agreement where the modal $ 



rating, was zero, but the distribution of ratings in othe.r, cases was 1 
not significantly different from random. This lack of agreement 
could have been caused by confusion between a rating of overall 
personal impact on the reader, which would be strongly influenced by 

a number' of complex personal factors, and that based on a 

!-< ■ 

quantitative assessment of emotive language, as defined in -the 
explanation of this criterion. It would b 6 possible to overcome this 
problem by using a simple emo tive/non-emo tive dichotomous 
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clarification, which may lose, a cancidfcrable amount of information -an 
relative intensity, but. should at deaift maintain a high level of V* 
concordance. Alternatively the existing scnlo must ho more procisoly p 
defined^ and the prospective judges ^better instructed in- its 
application. It is interesting, to goto that, despite rthe serious lack 
of agreement on all non-zero ratings, non.e of tne judges reported any 
real difficulties in using this -scale. 

U SUBJECT AREA.- . .* , 



% CLASSI FICAT ION 



1 TITLE - 

/ 

THE WEB OF LIFE (CH. 1) 

(ch.ibV 

. . (CH.y»i) / 

HOW MANY PEOPLE (A3EP) * • 

o _ * 

LIFE IN Fn£SHWAT!:R'-(ASLP) 

• / ' 

THE EARTH (ASEP) 



1 — 1 
1 ct 
1 C_J 

CO 

>3 . « 

C. 

! 2 
1 'll 
1 

| 


i- 

i • 

s 

i -j 
1 ^ 

ID. 

□ 

to i . 


CJ 

51 

O 

12 

O' 

CJ 

LJ 


1 AESTHETIC 


i 

i 

\ 


! 

13 


If! 


0 


G 




• 7 


* ■ 
•0 


• 3 


0 




i -| 2 


’ 1 


0 


O' 




. 15 


9 


2 


0 




'1b 


4 


1 


*0 




.13 


. G 


0 


1 


i 



No problems were reported in using this index, and the only 
suocj^sticin for modification involved thu addition of a "nil" 
category to cover those materials with no particular subject 
emphasis. The occasional "economic" and "aesthetic" 'classifications 
may indicate somo misinterpretation of the index as to.tal rather 

predominant subject emphasis, as defined in tho explanation, > 
and it may be useful to give more stress to this a'spoct of tho 
definition.! v * 



O 

ERIC 



VI PREDOMINANT REG I DM A'L EMPHASIS 

. - <1 M 



TITLE 

♦ * • * 

0 ■ THE web of LIFE (CH. 1 ) 
• . (CH.18) 

(CH. 41 ) 



r 



I • LOCAL 




AUSTRALIA 

\ 


ELSEWHERE 


- GENERAL 

V 


1 

— i— 


. o 


1-2 


D 


> O' 


7 , 


' -i : 


3 


9 



J 



A 



real difficulties i/\ using this scale. 

./ - • 

V SL103ECT AREA/ / 



TITLE 



THE V-.E8- OF LIFE; (CH. 1 ) 

• . ' A. 

, , . (EH. 13) 

l 

(CH.41) 

* ? - 

1 tOW MAilY PEOPLE (ASEP) 
LIFE IK FRESHWATER (ASLP) 
THE EARTH (ASEP). 



CLASSIFICATION 



\ -J 
1 cr | 

1 

in ; 
>* 1 

cl/ ! 
! * 

1 

1 


SOCIAL 


C_> 

l*H 

SC 

a 

iv» 

O 

(_> 

LJ 


| AESTHETIC 
1 


i 

i 


i 

13 


V 


0 


0 




! 7 
1 


\ 

0 


3 


o 




* 1 2 


1 


0 


• G , 




15 


9 


n 

£ 


a 




15 


• 4 


i 


0 




13 


0 


a 


i 





<r '' f j o problems uerc reported in 'Using this indnx. nnd tnc only 

' ' * ’ # 
suggestion for modification .involved the addition of a "nil” 

category to cover those materials with no particular subject 

emphasis# The occasional "economic" and "aesthetic" clsissif ications 

mgy indicate some misinterpretation of the, ..index as toto_l_ rather 

than predominon t subject omphasi^^^tfs^ defined in the ox plan at inn* 

and it may' bo useful to nor a stress to this aspect of too 
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definition. 
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Although no problems acre reported ur th this classification, 

there lucre a fern possible modifications suggested.'' These include a 

state sub-classification for "Local/Austr alia" to assist in the 

selection of relevant materials for taachars in different states, the 

inclusion of a separate category to cover those materials uith 

no particular regional emphasis, and a rating of the total number of 

illustrative examples, uith a rcniqnal classification of each. 

\ ^ * * m 
Although the ca modifications may oil provide useful acuitional 

irifarmatt-an, the extended application time, for some at least, would 

probably he .prohibitive. They should, however, be examined more 
• 

closely in subsequent trials. _ : 
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The most significant problem reported uith this index aias the 
difficulty 'in distinguishing between ratings 1 and 2, that isbetueen 
"rare" and "nccnsional" quantitative references, and it U3a 
accordingly suggested' that those could bo. combined without significant 
loss of information. This may wall _o a useful modification, and if 
apnliod to the cxi-stinn data would certainly make seme improvement, 
though it would still leave a significant level of disagreement an 
title 6 ("The Earth"). It scons likely,' as explained in the results 
of index I, that this discrepancy may be caused by the failure in some 
cases to associate quantitative references uith the prinary criterion 
of humnn/env iron mental interaction, moulting in a tendency to over- 
rate the material by incorporating non-environment3l data. 

One question uos asked on the applicability of this index in the 

situation uhcre little data is given, but ui'nere the reader is asked- 

— — — • — ~ -- — - - - • ■ - 



no particular regional emphasis, and a r&tin-g of the total- numbor of 
illustrative examples,, ujith a regional classification of each. 
Although theso modifications may all provide useful # adci i tional 
information, the extended applicc. tinq^time, for some at least, would 
probably bo prohibitive. They should, however , be examined more 
closely in subsequent trials. . 

i'll QUANTITATIVE EMPHASIS* 
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THE WEB OF LIFE (CH.l) 
(CH.13) 
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HOW MANY PEOPLE (ASEP) 
LIFE IN FRESHWATER (ASEP; 
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The most significant problon reported with this index was the 
difficulty in distinguishing between ratings 1 and 2, that is between 
"rare” and 11 occasional" quantitative reforencos, and it was 
accordingly suggested that these could bn combined without significant 
1 c 3 of information. This nay well a useful nodi flea tion, and if 
applied to the existing data would certainly make some improvement, 
though it would still leave a significant level of disagreement on 
title 6 ("The Earth"). It seems likely, as explained in the results 
of index I, that this discrepancy may bn caused by the failure in some 
cases to associate quantitative references with the primary criterion 
of hun^jn/env ir onnen tal interaction, resulting in * a tendency to over- 
rate- tho material by incorporation non-environmen tal data. 

Dnl question was asked on the applicability of- this index in the 
\ * . 
situation where little data is given, but whore the reader is asked 

to obtain more himself. This situation would be ccverdd by an 

independent rating of both* the given data (on this index), and that 

required, which would probably be included in index X (Practical 

Activities). 
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The sane problem of distinguishing between ratings 1 and 2, that 
is betueen "very feu" apd "occasional" examples of pictorial 
representation, dot. alee rrpor tod for this index, but the .reduction 
of existing data to an appropriate throe-point scales uotilr 1 no o 
produce a significant irap'rowament in the obviously divergent results. 
Again, I believe, the problem of associating this index usith 'the 
primary criterion of hunan/envirdnnen tal interaction is largely 
responsible for the rating dir.cropp ncirs, and this might, well be 
overcome with appropriate training or instructional emphasis. 
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Tho same problem of distinguishing ^between ratings 1 and 2, tha^ 
is between "very feu" and "occasional" examples of pictorial'' 
representation, was also reported for this index, but -the reduction 
of existing data to an appropriate three — point ocalo would not 
produce a significant impro v/ofnen t in the obviously divergent results* 
Again, I believe, the problem of associating this index with the 
primary criterion of hunan/environmon tal interaction is largely 
responsible for the rating discrepancies, and this might well hp 
overcome with appropriate 3 training or instructional emphasis. 

IX PC ^ son A L I NUGL l/C ■’ IE m A T - (A) QUESTIONS 
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✓•In spite of occasional protests on the coarseness df this scale, 

* tho rating distribution was in several eases virtually random, possibly 
.again through failure to recognize tho dependence of this index on the 
primary environmental interaction criterion. It was also pointed out . 

_ 1 7 

that the rating intervals ssemed unequal, with the second interval (1-2) 
larger than the first. 

According to the given definition, this index provides no 
« information c*n the proportion of questions of environmental 

w ’ * 

significance, and ; should Dr-. modified to take account of this. It is 






15 



important, however, to maintain some information on the total number, 

and this may bo'nchicvcd citnor by includincj another .index of 

proportion and retaining* the present schema, or by replacing the 

existing index with a. composite fraction incorporating both total and 

criterion- dopondont numbers*^ , 
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X 



PERSONAL INVOLVEMENT - (B) PRACTICAL ACTIVITIES. 



o ,'A 

ERIC • " 



THE WEB CF LIFE (CH. l) 

. (CH.18) . 

(CH. 41 ) 

4 

HOW MANY PEOPLE (ASCP) 
LIFE *1 ;•! FRESHWATER (ASEP) 
THE- EARTH (ASEP) 



j ; RATING 

n j i : 2 j 3 


TOTAL; 


MODAL .. 
RATING 


K.S.D. | 
P 


"l — ^ r 

11 * 2 ‘ 

i 


r 

o * 




13 


i«0 | 


0.51 

Cs) 1 


7 0 


0, 


i 


1 7 


0 


0.67 

(s) 


H 1 

,12. ! 1 

i 


t 


i . 


13 


o 


0.59 

(S) 


0 j 2 


15 




17 


2 


0.55 

(3) 


i ° ! 3 


13 






O 

/- 


0.4b 

L s)_ 


! 1 

i 7 1 2 

i .! 


r, 


r 

j 14 


n 

u 


Q . 1 7 ’ 
! (NS) 



..’•Although tho* ratings _.for this index were generally much more 
concordant’ than those on tho previous scale, the samo comments on both 
interpretation and suggested modifications ara also' relevant in thic 
case. An additional point of interest, made by many of the judges, 
mac that textbooks such as "The Web of Life" arc often accompanied by 
a separate laooratory or practical manual, si that an independent 
rating of the textbook on this index may give a misleading result. 

The some tautionary noto would probably also apply to index -IX, since 
a laboratory manual mignt- well be -expected to have a strong emphasis 

on open quostions. 

CONCLUSION ‘ 

It is obvious from tho discussion of individual index results 

that sacral modifications will bo needed to .improve the rating. 

reliability of this instrument. P number of alternatives have.' 

already b con suggested-, and these will be examined more clo y 

before tho second trial. Apart from these changes to the instrument 

• - _ __ . . . _ -1 i, nu. ,mnnn _ f*Hl 
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•Although tho ratings' fir this index mere generally much" more 
concordant than those on tho previous -sc.olc, tho samo comments on both, 
interpretation on'tf sbggcsi^.d rto di f ications arc also relevant in this 
case. 'An additional point of interest, made by many of tho jfjdgos,. 



uiaa that toxtbocks such as "The Web of Life" arc oftc^ accompanied bv 



a soparato laboratory or practical manual, sc that an -independent 
rotirtg of .the textbook on this index may give a^ misleading result. 
The same cautionary no to mould probably also apply to index IX, since 
a laboratory manual might uell be expected tc,' hayo a strong umphopis 

I * * 

on open questions* 



CONCLUSION * ' 

It is obvious -from tho* discussion of individual index results 

that .several modifications will be nooded to improve the rating 

♦ ^ • % 

roliability of this instrument. A numbor of alternatives have 
already boon suggested, and these mill bo cxajninod more closely 
before tho* second tri^l.' Apart from these changes to the instrument 
itself, the major problem, of inSerpretetian must also Sac overcome, and 
- this can probably bo achieved in several mays. Tighter definition of 
criteria, together mith the inclusion of more and better illustrative 
example s should certainly improve thfc results, but it mill also he * 
nocejfsary to have some personal discussion mith thb prospective judges 
in order to clarify, and thus if possible to conoansato for serious 
individual interpretative differences. The % f inansiol implications of 
this condition mill obviously nocassitate o local, rather than a 
Notional trial, but this should involve no less of effectiveness, and 
may mall have quite *tr,o opposite offset. , 
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ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION RESEARCH PROJECT 
CONTENT ANALYSIS* CRITERIA'' 
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These criteria are represented by ten independent indices 

^ > i 

related to various aspects of environmental education and 
general presentation. 'They have been developed for 
application to all text and general reference book<s, 

1 V 

• , 

pamphlets, and other u/ritten educational resource * # ' 

- » . 

materials. * The P.irst of these indices id fundamental, and 

if this has no positive score then the others are 
# 

* irrelevant. The basic analytical unit for becks mill in* 
most cases ^be the chap ter , ‘^though pamphlets and +n t^er 
•sectional materials may be assessed as integral . uni ts. 
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I £N\/inOIW£NTflL EMPHASIS j 

, This is the first, and probably the most important analytical 

category, and represents a nojfcuro. of the* ariib^wotfen trie ^ 

environmental interactiqn emphasis-, Nor ths relationship betu i e en 
mah and -his biophvsicai'^rivdroninent . It should bo stressed', that ^ 
this measure concerns only explicit » interaction^ uiith the * 

.biophysical environment, tHgt is t*hd natural uorld exclusive of 
purely moral or social human issues JT his i nd e x is based on a 
four-point rating scale, as shouin belou* and is determined by the 
degree of recurrence of explicit references to some form -of 
interaction betuieen man and' his biophysical environment. Thus 
although the total number of references may influence the 
assessment, it should ’be concerned largely/ ui th their distribution, 
uihich mill dote rmine, the persistence and therefore impact of an 
environmental theme. Examples of interactive references might 
include such statements .as "This land has been cleared of native . • . 
vegetation and rWoun uith crops or better pasture plants", and ^ 

* "The^use of chemicals, to control an insect can have effects other 
^han those expecjte'd" J- uhereas other statements/ such as "Other 
animals tend to live together as a group" mould not^e considered 
- -as positive examples in this class. 

• ' RATI-NG , .. 

. * q * No explicit interaction references 

. 1 Rara - or widely dispersed references. . 

, 2 Occasional interaction references 

3 V. Consistent or recurrent references 

II QUALITATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL INDEX - 
* This is a measure of both the nature and intensit y of explicit 

environmental interaction. The. rating' is based on a fiver-point 
|^le j as shoujn beloui, but these 'divisive .are not mutually 
exclusive- that is,. a single chapter or unit may present both 
positive (advantageous) and negative (disadvantageous) aspects of ■ 
human/environ mental interaction, and would, therefore be scored in 
both + and - divisions. Any . bensf icial or detrimental effects of 
interaction made uith reference to either human or environmental 
.interests uouLd b*e scored, appropriately on this scale, though *n 
most cases the effects should've discussrfd in mutual terms. ^ 









RATING 
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four-point rating scale, as shown below, ^and is determined tjy tlpe 
degree of recurrence of explicit references to some form of 

" ' . . K* ' 

in ter ac tiorh between man and his biophysical environment. Thus 

A . - 

although. the total number nf references may influence the 
assessment u it should be concerned • largely with their (distribution-, 
which wilj. determine the persistence and therefore impact of an 
environmental theme. * Examples of * interactive references night - 
include such statements as "This land has-been cleared of native 
vegetation and resown with crop3 or better pasture plants”, and 
r"The use of chemicals to* control an insect can h-ave^ effects other, 
than those, expected", whereas 6thsr statements, such as Other 
animals terfcf to live together as a group' 1 would not be considered 
as positive examples in this class. 4 

* 

RATING , 



0 . No explicit interaction references. 

1 * Rare or widely dispersed references . 

2 Occasional interaction references / 

I 3 Consistent or recurrent' references 

II QUALITATIVE, EWIRONi-iENf AL INDEX ’ • • , • 

This is a measure, of 'both the nature and intensi ty of explicit 
' environmental interaction* The rating is based on a five-point 
. scale, as shown below, but- these divisions are no_t mutually 
‘exclusive - that is, a single chapter or unit may present bath 
positive (advantageous) and negative (disadvantageous) aspects o. 
human/environmor.tal interaction, and uiould therefore bal scored i r: 
both- + and - divisions. Any bonaficial or detrimental /effects^ of 
interaction made with reference/ to cither ’" human or environmental 
interests would be scored 'appropriately on, this scale, though in 
mksSr- cases the effect's should be discussed in mutual terms. 



RATING 



+ + 



Strongly beneficial or advantageous 
interaction. 

Advantageous hunari/environmental 
' relationship. 

Neutral interaction, with' no explicit 

advantage or disadvantage to either part, 



Detrimental human/e n vi ronnen tal .relationship. 
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detrimental .or harmful interactipn. 
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■III r.nwSERVftTTOMflL CLft SSITlgflTIOn _ 

, m nvn 1 irit conservationist :uc 

- This index is concerned with cxpxi.it _ 

considerations, namely the lonq- t erm . management and banafioia 

cf" natural resource,,. It invdv.es 1 single, chapter or unr 

' classification into V one of four divisions, datarmipeo -by urn 

.... . ^ ui t f -inuld be emphasised 

characteristics shoun on the scale belov. It .nculC, C P . _ 

r~' . . . a ; vne classification based oiv an impression 

that this decision is a type cia. ^ 

of predominant amphasis, and involve no ratios c^desree. 
f.L A55I F ICftTION 

• ‘AC APti-conservationistic, i . RUo1 '' 1 ^ 

AC implicit or explicit rejection of long 

term environmental considerations. ^ 

Q ‘ indifferent 'or non-conaaivationiatic,' 

implying no reference (positive or 
V ' gthe ruiise) to long-term considerations. 

r / s \ ' Conservatio ni stic/5 ingle Variables- 

involving explicit long-term . 

* . considerations uiith respect to # a ^imgie 

v industry, organism or issue.. 

* r( ,,) • Co n ser vat ion istic/Multi -Variable : - _ 

{ " } ■ involving explicit long-term * . 

considerations with respect to more 
complex ecological interactions. 

It' runTTUE INTENSITY. . . f fche 

■ This index is intended to *>asure the hjotivc iflBS — 

environmental thane, and is tV.eraf ore .related on.y „o tn ’ s v, 

^ 'Positive classification in category I (environmental 
Emphasis) . The rating is based on a four-point seal, as 
beloa , and' is datarminad; 'ey tha overall impact 0, enotrva - 
and Phrases associated aith environmental .references. 

-- - — *• a Trur:: 

strength than frequency, but this must b „„ ip . oul . 

context of the unit. For example the terms -da. Y f 
„ y ba used in a more or idss enotiva ssnsa, dapandm, on th,. \ 

context in uihich they occur. 

« 

RATING 

,'n Non-emo tive (discussed in pureiv. 

j " s&i^ntif ic", terns) . 

" Weakly enotivs. 

2 Moderately emotive. 
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Moderately emotive. 
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. that this decision is a type classification based on an impression- 



of predominant empha-sis, »and inuerC/es 



CLA55IFICA~MOW 



AC 



(V 



no rating of degree. 



Anti-conservationis.tic, involving an 
implicit or explicit rejection of; long- 
term environmental consiae rations . «■ 



C(S) 



Indifferent* or non-conservatiqnistic , 
implying no reference (positive or 
otherwise) to .long-term considerations, 



.C(R) 




It' EMOTIVE INTENSITY 



Con serya tio ni s tic/S ingle Variable: - ' 
involving, explicit long-term 
considerations ujitfi respect to a swingle 
industry-, organism or issue.' 

Conservationistic/Multi-Variable:*- , 
involving explicit long-term 
considerations? wi-th respect to more 
complex ecological interactions, 



This index is intended to measure the emotive impact of the 
environmental ttieme, a^id is therefor# related onlyS^o those units 
with a positive classification in category I (Environmental 
Emphasis). i he rating is based on a four-point scale, a*s shown 
belour, and is determined by tha overall impact of emotive words 
and phrases associated with environmental- references. in this ’ 
sense the rating is probably more a feature- of verbal emotive 
strength than frequency, but r this must be assessed in the general 
context of the unit. For example the terms “destroy*' and "wipe out" 
may be used in a more or less emotive sense, depending on the 
context in which they occur. 

RATING 



Non-emo t i ve (discussed in puroiy 
"scientific” terns). 



1 
2 
• 3 



Weakly emotive., - r 

Moderately emotive. 

Stropgly emotive. 

V SUBJECT AREA 

! 

This involves a classif icaticn based on four independent 
divisions or subjoct areas, as shown below, but the alternatives 



are not mutually exclusive, so that a single unit may be classified 

I 



in motevthdn one area. Tho decision should be based, however, on 
an assessment of the predomi nant sub joct emphasis , at least as this 
relates to the environmental theme outlined in previous categories. 
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biophysical 



SOCIAL 



, economic 



aesthetic 
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physical or Biological interaction 
between man and his natural . . 
environment, including all forms of 
work , physiological influences or 
health etc. 

Emphasising social aspects of tha^ 
man/ environmental interaction tn^me, 

including various:, anthropological , 

traditional and ^itical influences. 

Emphasising economic aspects ths 

.man/environmental interaction theme, 
including trade or other direct 
financial influences. . 

Emphasising aspects of beauty or 
form, and probably including obscure 
references to such things as p 
''quality of life". 



ret 



\ll predominant regional emphasis 

This' classification is probably obvious, and L§ based on tuo 
consecutive dichotomous decisions, though again a single unit may 
be_ classified in more than one division. The regional emphasis 
relates also to the environmental .theme, and probably reflects 
degree of emphasis placed on examples used to substantiate 
interaction references (classified loeax). 

Cl AftBIFICAT ION 

Predominance of global* or general 
references, not related to specific 
casos or geographical areas. 

Emphasis on specific, case studies 
or with resp-ct to stated limits^ 
though some generalisations may also 
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general 



LGCAL 









elsewhere 
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ECONOMIC 



AESTHETIC 



tr-aditional anj political influences. 

Emphasising economic aspects'of the* 
man/ environmental interaction theme , 
including trade or other* direct 
financial influences*. * , , • 



K 



Emphasising aspects of beauty or 
form, . and- probably .including obsctire 
* references to such things as the 

"quality of’ life". 

VI PREDOMINANT REGIONAL EMPHflsTs 

This classification is probably obvious, and is based bn two 

consecutive -dichotomous decisions, though again a jingle urfit may 

be classified in more thfen one division. The regional* emphasis 

relates also to the environmental theme, and probably reflects the 

degree of emphasis placed on examples used to c substantiate 

interaction references ( classif iod/local )*. 

CLASSIFICATION . •** . 

GENERAL Predominance of global or general 

references, not related to specific 
cases- or ^geographical .areas. 

iOCAL Emphasis on specific case stu dies 

or u»itH respect to stated limits, 
though some generalisations may also 
be used. 

■/ \ 

w/ ^ 

AUSTRALIA .ELSEWHERE 

^(National, State ^Je.g. U « K . , l) . S . A . , etc.) 
or local 
municipal areas) 

VI- 1 QUANTITATIVE EMPHASIS 

This index, based on a four'^o'int rating scale, is a measure 
of the recurrence of statistical data related to environmental 

- -o 

interactions as described in category-. I^( Environmental Emphasis). 
Tnus although this rating may be influenced by the overall bmount 
of data, it should be determined largely o ji the basis of distribu- 
tion. The data included in this category may be presented either 
in the text, or in separate tables, diagrams, graphs or pictorial 
legends. This classification should'not include general 

* 

comparative stg^ements such as "more" or. "less", but may include' 

, • 

more specific quantitative estimates,, such as fractions or rounded 
percentages. • ’ ' / 
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RAT IMS 
. 0 
. 1 

V 2 



4 



No data prcsentod, purely descriptive. 
iRare- reference to statistical data. 

- Occasional- reference to statistical data. 
Frequent\cr recurrent reference td data. 

Will PICTORIAL Ei-’.PHftSIS * • 

This index, based on a four-point- rating scale, is intended 
to measure the overall pictorial emphas-is of the unit in relation 
to the environmental aspect already outlined. It should be based 
-on the frequency, distribution and size (or estimated proportion 
of total area) of all pictoridl segments, including photographs, 
diagrams ’and line drainings', mans, :h«ts, graphs and tables. These 
may- not necessarily relate te so^c references in the text, but 
should nevertheless be consistent tfith the general context, and 
.-related tc tho environmental theme. 






RATING 

1 

2 

3 



No relevant pictorial segments presented, 

Very f-eu, or rare pictorial segments. 

Occasional relevant pic to rial secaen>.s. 

Many or frequent pictorial segments, 

probably forming a large part of tne 
total unit area. 



IX PERSONAL INVOLVEMENT - (A) QUESTIONS 

This category concerns any books or other materials -h an 
explicit educational rola, and involves a throe-point rating, scale 
based, oh the total number of Questions u/ith seme obvious cr 
explicit environmental relevance. This index tabes nc account of 
the position of these questions within each chapter or analytical 
unit, nor does it include rhetorical questions, where answers . are 
subsequently given in the course of the t^>.o,. but concern^, o iy 
open questions of environmental significance. 

RATING 

No questions of environmental significance. . 

Few or occasional questions c-T environment- 1 
significance. . ^ 

2 J-lany or frequent, questions of environmental 

•ss»si gnif icance. 

X PERSONAL INVOLVEMENT - (B; PRACTICAL' ACT It : T IBS. ^ 

; This category, as 'with IX ,, concerns , any books or other materials 
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to measure the overall pictorial emphasis of tiiu unit in relation 
to the environmental aspect already outlined. It should bo based 
on the frequency, 'distribution and sizo (or os-timated proportion 
of total area) Cfall pictorial segments, including photographs, 
diagrams anc line drainings., maps, charts, graphs and taolcs. These 
may not necessarily relate to specific references in the text, but 
should nevertheless bo consistent with tho general context, .and 
related to tho. envirqnmcn tal theme. ' 



RATING 



C 

1 

2 

•3 



No relevant pictorial segments presented, 
V ery feu, or rars' pictorial augments. 
Occasional’ relevant pictorial segments.. 
Many or frequent pictorial segments, 



probably forming a large part of the 
total unit area. 



IX PERSONAL INVOLVEMENT - (A) i.KiEST ION 5_ ' 

••This category’ concerns any books ojr other materials with pn 
explicit educational role, and Involves a th^eo-point rating scale 

/ 7 , , . # . 

basod on 'tho total nu'nibor of question^ with some obvious or 
explicit env iro n men tal rt lovunco • This in do X * takes no accouilt u f 
tho position of those questions within each chapter or analytical 
unit, nor does 'it include rhetorical question s , whore answers are 
subsequently givon in tho course of tho text, but concerns only , 
open .questions of onvi ronmontal significance. 

RAT IMG ' . ' \ 

No questions of onv/ironmcptal significance. 

Few or occasional questions Isf environmental 
significance. , 

? ' Many or frequent questions 'of environmental ‘ < 

% signi'f icarffc o . ' * 

X PERSONAL INVOLVEMENT - (B.) PRACTICAL ACTIVITIES . 

. i . 

’This category, as uith IX, concerns any books or othen: materials 
with an explicit oducat:Lonal role, and involvos a thrue-point rating 
scale basod on the total number o f practical activities having some, 
explicit environmental significance suggested or outlined in the uni 
T tiis i'pdox again ’takes no account bf the position of those activities 
within* each chaptor or analy tical unit, nor does it involvo tnosc 
activities Lith proscribed solutions or results^ Dtti-^concerns only- 
opon activities of some environmo-ntai. sig.ii f icanco . ^ 
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RATING 

0 

-1 . 



No practical activities with 
environmental ■significance* 

Few or occasional activities with 
environmental significance. . 

Many or frequent activities with 

environ me ntal\signif icancc. 
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EM V inClNriENT flL EDUCATION CfF.'TENT ANALYSIS 

'.'BIOLOGICAL SCIENCE : THE WEB OF LIFE" . (Chfcptar. 1 6) 
CL A SS1F ICAT IGN ‘ 

OR RATING c ’ .. . REASON S 




^ • Chapter deals with population growth and 

associated problems of Food production, 

’ agricultural ecology and methods oF, pest 

conjbrol.* 

+ /“ Positive aspects oF agricultural techniques 

( cFiemical^rert il i sation , chemical and 
biological pest control), and ’negative 
• aspocts (overgrazing and soil erosion,’ 

p-esticido.. contamination) are both presented 
*' ufith moderate emphasis. \ 



Long-term considerations, ara presented - 
(e.g. "predict undesirable changes be Fore 
they become irreversible" .p, 31 8) with 
reFerence to various ucG-loc;i.cal interactions. 



0 

BIOPHYSICAL- 
LOCAL (AUST.) 




Presentation made on purely rational grounds, 
.and emotivo torms ‘avoide.d :or subdued within 
the. general scitirftiFic context. 

'4 

Occasional references „ made to S^obial ( p p % 3 Cl TS , 
306) arid Economic aspects (p.3f?), but tho 
predominant influence i s ; biological . 

Many general references are .made with respect 
to the influence of man on natural eco systems , 
but there is an emphasis’ on .Australian case 
studies and examples.* ^ 

Statistical data is given on_12 of the 17 
p^i’ges in this chapter.' 

' A 

Photagr.aphs( 7) , Lino drauiings(3) , Mapa( 2) , 
Tablos(4) , ‘and Graphs constitute 30-40?S of 
tho total area. Most of these are given 
specific- reference in the text. 

16 Questions ( 2 full pages) are presented at 
the’ end of the chapter, • 

flo practical activities are suggested in 
'this chapter. 
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